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Office (hereinafter USPTO) to communicate with the undersigned by electronic mail 1 to confirm 
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the USPTO. Applicants understand that a copy of these communications will be made of record 
in the application file. 
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Sir: 



PROPOSED 



Application No.: 10/789,573 

REMARKS 

The Examiner objected to claims with regard to the claimed "[a] computer-readable 
storage device." 37 C.F.R. § 1.75(d)(1) requires that the claimed "find clear support or 
antecedent basis in the description so that the meaning of the terms may be ascertainable by 
reference to the description." Applicant submits that the term "computer-readable storage 
device" would have been readily ascertainable by one having skill in the art since this term is a 
well-known alternative to a "machine-readable storage device" or "computer-readable medium," 
which are all phrases used within "Beauregard" claims. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 5, and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 for obviousness based 
upon Mentze in view of Lund. The Examiner relied upon Lund to teach the claimed that the 
order of the listing is reversed. However, the passage cited by the Examiner refers to "the 
protocols stored in the list may be re-arranged according to a different order so that the current 
matching protocol is always stored as the first choice." This teaching, however, does not refer to 
reversing the order. Thus, Lund fails to teach the limitations for which the Examiner is relying 
upon Lund to teach. Therefore, even if one having ordinary skill in the art were realistically 
impelled to modify Mentze in view of Lund, the claimed invention would not result. 
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